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ETHICAL QUESTION
Should intelligent design be taught alongside evolution in
public schools?

PROS
Fig. 1 & 2. Well-known image of evolution (left) and Michaelangelo’s
Creation of Adam (right), both explaining the origin of man.

ABSTRACT

Since the dawn of time, there has been controversy surrounding the question of
origin of man. This debate has poured into the public school forum, as well; making the
curriculum more difficult for teachers. Creationism, as we all are aware of, is the
dominant belief held by the public. Evolution, on the other hand, is the competing theory
of the mechanisms of creation. The recent dispute among the scientific and political field
that has furthermore complicated the question of intelligent design being integrated into
the curriculum of public schools is addressed here. With the aid of research and personal
experience, this poster attempts to give both sides of the argument, along with analyzing
the components of each theory. Intelligent design advocates are for the idea of
accommodating what they have coined “intelligent design” into the classrooms of
American schools. The opponents of intelligent design (evolution supporters); however,
claim that this is preposterous because intelligent design is not even considered a real
science. Science is based on the fact that hypotheses can be tested empirically and
proven a number of times before they become theories. According to evolution
proponents, intelligent design does not complete such task. Intelligent design supporters
believe that even if evolution explained creation of man, there would have to be a
creator since humans are complex beings. This and other questions will be covered
throughout the poster.

ANALYSIS
Intelligent design continues to draw upon the shortcomings of evolution. However, it
cannot deny the growing influence of evolution, where more people are coming to accept
evolution as the truth. Furthermore, many of the supposed missing links to evolution
have already been filled (Ayala 94). All kinds of evidence such as fossils, molecular
biology, and DNA support evolution's consistency. The most well-known discovery was
the fossil of Lucy, a hominid that brings modern humans closer to its common ancestor,
evidence which favors evolution's basis, Darwin's "descent with modification." One might
see the appeal in Michael Behe's argument for "irreducible complexity," but opponents
often criticize Behe for rejecting the scientific method, which is the backbone to the field
of science. Behe's evidence therefore lacks the authority of scientific empiricism, which
makes its evidence as useful as none at all (Smith 139). Also, proponents of ID
downplay evolution as a theory, making it seem that it is just like an educated guess.
However, it is more correctly defined as a "logical, tested, well-supported explanation for
a great variety of facts" (Smith 37). Much of the evidence listed earlier supplies ample
support to make evolution unanimously accepted by biologists. Because evolution
cannot be directly observed, scientists conduct experiments that will bring them closer to
this prediction. Certain cases where there is absence of evidence are to be expected,
and that should not be the reason to dismiss evolution entirely (Ayala 142).

Intelligent design declares that the sheer complexity
of nature is evidence of a Designer, the creator of all life
on earth. Professor Michael Behe defines this through
the phrase “irreducible complexity” (Ayala144).
Advocates of ID believe that it should be taught
alongside evolution because students would be given a
broader perspective in science. They claim evolution as
only a theory with many holes (such as missing links)
that can only be explained through intelligent design.
Another argument in favor of intelligent design is
openness, often seen through multiple replications of
experiments and the crossroads of theories. According
to ID supporters, the idea has as much right as any
other theory to be discussed and taught in schools
(National Academy of Sciences, Institute of Medicine). It
provides an alternative to the predominant theory of
evolution. In the apparent controversy of science and
religion, intelligent design is often espoused by
supernaturalistic creationists who are against the
naturalistic, nonreligious, proponents of evolution
(Godfrey 49).

CONS

On the other side, scientists urge the importance of
evolution to the field of biology, as well as science as a
whole. They also state that evolution is not “just a
theory,” but rather that ID assumes a misconception that
a theory is simply an educated guess, when clearly
evolution should not be seen as that (Smith 37).
Evolution has gained much of its legitimacy from strict
experimentation.
An expansive Tree of Life and
molecular biology provide much evidence to how
evolution confirms much of the processes and
observations made by scientists.
According to
proponents of evolution, these foundations are what
separate it from intelligent design, and therefore the
concept of ID should have no right to be taught in public
schools because it lacks the evidence. In addition,
people against intelligent design claim that the concept is
merely a “creationist alias,” religion pretending to be
science (Godfrey 49).

CONCLUSION
While evolution may be seen as crucial to the science curriculum, it
would be for the best not to have intelligent design replace, or even be
taught alongside, evolution. First, ID is not substantiated by scientific
evidence and likewise its only evidence is taken from lack thereof (National
Academy of Sciences, Institute of Medicine 43). As fundamental evolution is
to a student's understanding of science and biology, teaching ideas of
intelligent design and creationism would more likely confuse students rather
than give them a broader perspective in learning. Evolution is widely
accepted and substantiated by evidence, while intelligent design stands in
open contradiction of it. As philosopher Theodosius says, "Nothing in
biology makes sense except in the light of evolution" (Godfrey 27).
Students that are taught evolution would have a better grasp of science and
biology, while possibly forming a closer relationship with their environment.
Thus, ID should not be taught in public schools because it is not a genuine
form of science. It undermines the process of teaching evolution in the
curriculum. Intelligent design is the result of the complex relationship
between science and religion, and while it is popularly seen to be a
controversial and conflicted black-and-white debate, they are simply two
different schools of thought. Science and religion are not to be in constant
conflict, as said, "needlessly placing them in opposition reduces the potential
of both to contribute to a better future" (National Academy of Sciences,
Institute of Medicine 47).
This "conflict thesis" prevails, yet is an
oversimplification of the history between science and religion (Ferngren 10).
Today, the controversy of science and religion is often seen through the
media. In reality, there are disagreements within both science and religion,
and many examples of science and religion in harmony (Ferngren ix). Many
devout Christians believe that evolution was a mechanism created by God,
contradicting the popular view that evolutionists are generally atheists.
Within their own scopes, science and religion have the potential to benefit
the lives of many people by shining understanding and meaning into our
lives (Ayala ix).
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